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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 16-24 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 16-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Balderrama et al. U.S. Patent 5,806,071 [Balderrama]. 

As per claim 16: 
Balderrama discloses: 

providing a content type specific template to the content creator, the content type 
specific template being associated with a particular content type of a plurality of content 
types supported by the system; Col. 1 1 , lines 36-55. 

allowing the content creator to create a draft by using the content type specific 
template. Col. 6, lines 15-30.. 
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selecting at least one of a reviewer and an editor from among a plurality of 
reviewers and editors accessible via the system, the selecting based at least in part on 
the content type specific template; Col. 6, lines 25-42. 

transmitting the draft to the selected at least one of a reviewer and an editor. 
Col. 8, lines 15-67. 

Balderrama discloses the claimed invention except for allowing a content creator 
to log into a system. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention was made to allow a content creator to log into a system since 
it is known in the art that for a dialog files creator 62, a graphics editor 64, etc., to work 
on a template, they must have logged into the system to access the templates. 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over 
Balderrama. Balderrama teaches all of the elements claimed with the exception of the 
selected at least one of a reviewer and an editor being a user of the system and, 
transmitting the draft to an inbox of the selected at least one of a reviewer and an editor. 
The examiner takes Official Notice that when software tools are used for editing and a 
problem is encountered, it is old and well known that the user can defer to a manual 
system involving other individuals. Providing personal technical help when a software 
program is not functioning properly or providing the outcome desired by the user is old 
and well known in the art. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to have included the step of providing individual personal 
technical help because the skilled artisan would have recognized that this business 
practice of backing up an automatic/software program with the option of technical 
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assistance/help desk and is clearly applicable to the Balderrama system with the use of 
software tools in assisting a user. These advantages are well known to those skilled in 
the art. 

As per claim 17: 
Balderrama further discloses: 

allowing the content creator to select the content type specific template from 
among a plurality of content type specific templates supported by the system. Fig. 4, 
Col. 11, lines 36-67. 

As per claim 18: 

Balderrama does not expressly show wherein the plurality of content specific 
templates includes a first template suitable for creating a website document, a second 
template suitable for creating an e-mail, a third template suitable for creating an alert, 
and a fourth template for creating branded content. However, Balderrama does teach 
about configuring electronic information (templates) for presentation at an interactive 
electronic device. (Abstract). Balderrama further discloses about creating an original 
template presentation, Fig. 3, 70, that includes a complete package of items. Col. 6, 
lines 19-25. 

Therefore these differences, creating a website document, an e-mail, an alert 
and branded content are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material and are not 
functionally involved in the steps recited in the method claims. The configuring 



Application/Control Number: 10/016,289 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3621 

electronic information (templates) for presentation at an interactive electronic device 
steps would be performed the same regardless of the data. Thus, this descriptive 
material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of 
patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 
1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have a plurality of content specific templates 
includes a first template suitable for creating a website document, a second template 
suitable for creating an e-mail, a third template suitable for creating an alert, and a 
fourth template for creating branded content because such data does not functionally 
relate to the steps in the method claimed and because the subjective interpretation of 
the data does not patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 

As per claim 19: 
Balderrama further discloses: 

allowing the selected at least one of a reviewer and an editor to review the 
transmitted draft. Fig. 3. 

As per claim 20: 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over 
Balderrama. Balderrama teaches all of the elements claimed with the exception of 
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applying a tag to the draft, and wherein the selecting the at least one of a reviewer and 
an editor is based at least in part on the tag applied to the draft. 

However, Balderrama does show the step of identifying whether or not a 
template requires configuration or updating. Fig. 4, 116. It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have included the step 
of tagging the template that requires configuration or updating because the skilled 
artisan would have recognized that this business practice of identifying/tagging a 
document/template requiring modifications provides for control of the template 
generation process and is clearly applicable to applying a tag to the draft, and wherein 
the selecting the at least one of a reviewer and an editor is based at least in part on the 
tag applied to the draft. These advantages are well known to those skilled in the art. 

As per claim 21: 

Balderrama discloses the claimed invention except for allowing a content creator 
to log into a system. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention was made to allow a content creator to log into a system since 
it is known in the art that for a dialog files creator 62, a graphics editor 64, etc., to work 
on a template, they must have logged into the system to access the templates. 

Balderrama discloses: 

allowing the content creator to create a draft in the system; Col. 6, lines 15-30. 
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Balderrama teaches all of the elements claimed with the exception of applying a 
tag to the draft, and wherein the selecting the at least one of a reviewer and an editor is 
based at least in part on the tag applied to the draft. 

However, Balderrama does show the step of identifying whether or not a 
template requires configuration or updating. Fig. 4-116. It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have included the step 
Of tagging the template that requires configuration or updating because the skilled 
artisan would have recognized that this business practice of identifying/tagging a 
document/template requiring modifications provides for control of the template 
generation process and is clearly applicable to applying a tag to the draft, and wherein 
the selecting the at least one of a reviewer and an editor is based at least in part on the 
tag applied to the draft. Col. 6, lines 25-42. These advantages are well known to those 
skilled in the art. 

transmitting the draft to the selected at least one of a reviewer and an editor. 
Col. 8, lines 15-67. 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over 
Balderrama. Balderrama teaches all of the elements claimed with the exception of the 
selected at least one of a reviewer and an editor being a user of the system and, 
transmitting the draft to an inbox of the selected at least one of a reviewer and an editor. 
The examiner takes Official Notice that when software tools are used for editing and a 
problem is encountered, it is old and well known that the user can defer to a manual 
system involving other individuals. Providing personal technical help when a software 
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program is not functioning properly or providing the outcome desired by the user, is old 
and well known in the art. . It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to have included the step of providing individual 
personal technical help because the skilled artisan would have recognized that this 
business practice of backing up an automatic/software program with on-call technical 
assistance/help desk and is clearly applicable to the Balderrama system with the use of 
software tools in assisting a user. These advantages are well known to those skilled in 
the art. 



As per claim 22: 
Balderrama further discloses: 

wherein the system automatically applies the tag to the draft. Fig. 4-110, 116. 
Col. 1 1 , lines 55-67. 

As per claim 23: 

Balderrama discloses the claimed invention except for wherein the content 
creator applies the tag to the draft. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to wherein the content creator applies the tag to the draft, since it 
has been held that broadly providing a manual means to replace an automatic activity 
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which accomplishes the same results involves only routine skill in the art. In re Venner. 
120 USPQ 192. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention was made to permit the content creator to apply a tag to the draft within 
the limitations/guidelines specified by the TEMPLATE-ITEM BASE RECORDS & 
INSTRUCTIONS. Fig. 3-68. 



As per claim 24: 
Balderrama further discloses: 

allowing the selected at least one of a reviewer and an editor to review the 
transmitted draft. Fig. 3. 

Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in the 
references as applied to the claims below for the convenience of the applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings in the art and are 
applied to the specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant, in preparing the 
responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part 
of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art 
or disclosed by the examiner. 
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Conclusion 

2. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel L. Greene whose telephone number is 703-306- 
5539. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Thur. 8am-6pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James P. Trammell can be reached on 703-305-9768. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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